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□ Responsive to communication{s) filed on — 

□ This action is FINAL. 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed 
in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Qu9>V§35 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 213. 

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire 3_ month(s), or thirty days, whichever is 

longer from the mailing date of this communication. Failure to respond within the pehod for response will cause the 
application to become abandoned. (35 U.S.C. § 133). Extensions of time may be obtained under the provisions of 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 



Disposition of Claim 

S niaimrs^ 3. 11-15. and 24-31 



is/are pending in the applicat 



Of the above, claim(s). 
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□ Claim(s)_ 

□ Claims 



is/are withdrawn from consideration 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction or election requirement. 



Application Papers 

□ See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 

□ The drawing{s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is □ approved Qlisapproved. 

□ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
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Art Unit: 1631 

The Group and/or Art Unit location of your application in the PTO has changed. To aid 
in correlating any papers for this application, all further correspondence regarding this application 
should be directed to Technology Center 1600, Group 1630, Art Unit 163 1 . 

PROSECUTION IS HEREBY REOPENED in view of the interim guidelines on utility 
and written description published subsequent to the final rejection. New grounds of rejection are 
set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the following 
two options: 

(a) file a reply under 3 7 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(b) request reinstatement of the appeal. 

If reinstatement of the appeal is requested, such request must be accompanied by a 
supplemental appeal brief, but no new amendments, affidavits (37 CFR 1.130, 1.131 or 1.132) or 
other evidence are permitted. See 37 CFR 1 . 193(b)(2). 

Claim 3 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. This is a new matter rejection. 
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Applicant points to basis for the claimed subject matter on pages 9-10 of the specification. 
The specification at these pages does not appear to disclose the hybridization conditions recited in 
the claim with respect to Figures 1 1 A and 1 IB. Only Figure 2 is mentioned. Applicant is 
requested to point to specific basis (page and line number) for the claim limitations. Should this 
rejection be overcome, this claim would be subject to the enablement rejection set forth below. 
Applicant's arguments with respect to Figures 1 1 A and 1 IB are not persuasive. The specification 
does not link the particularly claimed hybridization conditions to those sequences present in these 
Figures. 



35 U.S.C. § 101 reads as follows: 

"Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter or any new and usefiil improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefore, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title". 

Dftfinitinns: Tfi-Qm RKVTSF.D TNTFRTM UTILIT Y GUIDELINES THA TNING MATERIALS; 
repeated fi-om http://www nsptn gov/weh/menu/utilitv.pdfl 

"Credible Utility" - Where an applicant has specifically asserted that an invention 
has a particular utility, that assertion cannot simply be dismissed by Office personnel as 
being "wrong". Rather, Office personnel must determine if the assertion of utility is 
credible (i.e., whether the assertion of utility is believable to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art based on the totality of evidence and reasoning provided). An assertion is credible 
unless (A) the logic underlying the assertion is seriously flawed, or (B) the facts upon 
which the assertion is based is inconsistent with the logic underlying the assertion. 
Credibility as used in this context refers to the reliability of the statement based on the 
logic and facts that are offered by the applicant to support the assertion of utility. A 
credible utility is assessed fi-om the standpoint of whether a person of ordinary skill in the 
art would accept that the recited or disclosed invention is currently available for such use. 
For example, no perpetual motion machines would be considered to be currently available. 
However, nucleic acids could be used as probes, chromosome markers, or forensic or 



Application/Control Number: 08/966,223 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1631 



diagnostic markers. Therefore, the credibility of such an assertion would not be 
questioned, although such a use might fail the specific and substantial tests (see below). 

"Specific Utility" - A utility that is specific to the subject matter claimed. This 
contrasts with a general utility that would be applicable to the broad class of the 
invention. For example, a claim to a polynucleotide whose use is disclosed simply as a 
"gene probe" or "chromosome marker" would not be considered to be specific in the 
absence of a disclosure of a specific DNA target. Similarly, a general statement of 
diagnostic utility, such as diagnosing an unspecified disease, would ordinarily be 
insufficient absent a disclosure of what condition can be diagnosed. 

"Substantial utility" - a utility that defines a "real world" use. Utilities that require 
or constitute carrying out further research to identify or reasonably confirm a "real world" 
context of use are not substantial utilities. For example, both a therapeutic method of 
treating a known or newly discovered disease and an assay method for identifying 
compounds that themselves have a "substantial utility" define a "real world" context of 
use. An assay that measures the presence of a material which has a stated correlation to a 
predisposition to the onset of a particular disease condition would also define a "real 
world" context of use in identifying potential candidates for preventive measures or further 
monitoring. On the other hand, the following are examples of situations that require or 
constitute carrying out ftirther research to identify or reasonably confirm a "real world" 
context of use and, therefore, do not define "substantial utilities": 

A. Basic research such as studying the properties of the claimed product itself or 
the mechanisms in which the material is involved. 

B. A method of treating an unspecified disease or condition. (Note, this is in 
contrast to the general rule that treatments of specific diseases or conditions meet the 
criteria of 35 U.S.C. § 101.) 

C. A Method of assaying for or identifying a material that itself has no "specific 
and/or substantial utility". 

D. A method of making a material that itself has no specific, substantial, and 

credible utility. 

E. A claim to an intermediate product for use in making a final product that has no 
specific, substantial, and credible utility. 

Note that "throw away" utilities do not meet the tests for a specific or substantial utility. 
For example, using transgenic mice as snake food is a utility that is neither specific (all 
mice could function as snake food) nor substantial (using a mouse costing tens of 
thousands of dollars to produce as snake food is not a "real world" context of use). 
Similarly, use of any protein as an animal food supplement or a shampoo ingredient are 
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"throw away" utilities that would not pass muster as specific or substantial utilities under 
35U.S.C.§101. This analysis should, or course, be tempered by consideration of the 
context and nature of the invention. For example, it a transgenic mouse was generated 
with the specific provision of an enhanced nutrient profile, and disclosed for use as an 
animal food, then the test for specific and substantial asserted utility would be considered 



"Well established utility" - a specific, substantial, and credible utility which is well 
known, immediately apparent, or implied by the specification's disclosure of the properties 
of a material, alone or taken with the knowledge of one skilled in the art. "Well 
established utility" does not encompass any "throw away" utility that one can dream up for 
an invention or a nonspecific utility that would apply to virtually every member of a 
general class of materials, such as proteins or DNA. If this is the case, any product or 
apparatus, including perpetual motion machines, would have a "well established utility" as 
landfill, an amusement device, a toy, or a paper weight; any carbon containing molecule 
would have a "well established utility" as a fiiel since it can be burned; any protein would 
have well established utility as a protein supplement for animal food. This is not the 
intention of the statute. 

See also the MPEP at §§ 2107 - 2107.02. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such fiall, clear, concise, and exact terms as to 
enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by 
the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 3, 11-15, 22, and 24-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the claimed 
invention lacks patentable utility due to its not being supported by either specific and/or 
substantial utility or a well established utility. 

Claims 3, 22, and 24-25 are directed to isolated DNA segments encoding GDF-1 proteins. 
Claim 3 1 is directed to a complementary DNA segment. Claims 1 1 and 26 are directed to vector 



to be met. 



containing a DNA segment encoding GDF-1. Claims 12-14 and 27-29 are directed to host cells. 
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Claims 15 and 30 are directed to methods of producing recombinant GDF-1. The protem 
products lack patentable utility for the reasons set forth below; therefore, the methods of 
producing the protein and vectors and hosts used therefore (claims 1 1-15 and 26-30) to make 
these protein products must also lack patentable utility. 

The specification discloses the use of the DNA sequences, vectors, and host cells to make 
' the encoded protein. This is not a specific asserted utility because it is generally applicable to any 

encoding DNA sequence. 

The specification discloses using the GDF-1 proteins to make antibodies. This is not a 
specific asserted utility because it is generally applicable to any protein. 

Example 4 of the specification concerns the expression pattern of GDF-l using the nucleic 
acids in Northern blot analysis. Contrary to applicant's assertions, the specification does not 
disclose a use of the DNA segments or proteins as a lineage marker here or on page 12, lines 20- 
23. It is noted that even if the specification explicitly set forth such a use, this would not be a 
specific asserted utility because it too is generally applicable to any DNA segment or protein. 
Likewise, use as a temporal and/or tissue-specific marker is not explicitly set forth in the 
specification and it is not considered to be a specific asserted utility because it too is generally 

applicable to any DNA segment. 

The specification discloses that the GDF-1 proteins may have any of a number of 
biological activities based upon similarity to members of the TFG-P superfamily. It is noted that 
these activities vary quite widely. The similarities between particular GDF-1 proteins and the 



Page? 

Application/Control Number: 08/966,223 
Art Unit ; 1631 

TGF-P «y members range from 26-52% on 4e amino acid .eve.. (See specification page .2. 

Unes 8-20.) As the specification faiis to point to ident^ a particuiar activity associated with 

GDF-1 proteins, these are not considered to be specifically asserted utiUties either. 

F^hermore, applicant is reminded that even a single amino acid change or mutation can 

alter the function of a protein in many instances, albeit no. in aU cas«. The effects of these 
changes are largely unpredictableas to whichoneshaveasignificant effect versusnot. Therefore. 

sequence similarity results in an unpredictable and therefore unreliable correspondence between 
.he claimed protein and the indicated simUar proteins of l»own function and titerefore lacks 
support regarding utility and/or enablement. Sever, publications document this unpredictability 
of the relationship between sequence and fi.nc.ion, albeit that certain specific sequences may be 
found to be conserved over biomolecules of related fi.nc.ion upon a significan. amount of fi.rti,er 
.search See .he following publica.ions .ha. support .his unpredictability as well as noting certa.n 
conserved sequences in Umited specific cases: Gerhold et al.IBioEssays. Volume 18. Number 12, 
pages 973.98U1996)]; Wells e. al.tloumal of Leukocyte Biology. Volume 61. Number 5, pages 
545-550 (1997)]; and Russell et al.[Ioumal of Molecular Biology. Volume 244. pages 332-350 
(1994)]. 

The specification states on page 12 that a po.en.ia. use for GDF-. is as a diagnostic .ool 

, aher uses are as an indica.or for development. anoma.ies in prenara. screens for bir.h defects 
or genetic diseases. These are not considered to be specific as the specification does no. associate 



Page 8 

Application/Control Number; 08/966,223 
Art Unit: 1631 

..panicu,..™,.* defect, orseneacauease with GDP. pro^einsonKeDNAseg.^^^^ 

now, well after the effective filing date. 

Nor do these uses satisfy the requirement of a substantial utility. 

The claimed GDF-. protetas are not supported by a substantial utiBty because no 
substantia, utility has been established for the claimed subject .natter. The specification n^lces 
.ear that firrther expeHmentation is necsary to confirm the activity and uses of the protein The 
needfor such research clearly indicatesthattheprotein and/or its firnctionisnot disclosed astoa 

currently available or substantial utility. 

Applicant appears to be relying upon the statement in the specification at page 14, lines 2- 
8 that "if GDF-1 possesses a similar activity, as is indicated by its specific expression in the 
centra, nervous system...GDF-l wiU likely prove usefi., uuto for.maintaining neuronal 
cutores This passage refers to the icnown protein acivin. Note that this is one of many uses 

«„sed predicated upon fi.rther expertmentation to characterize the protein. Again, identifi^g 
and stud,„gtheproper.iesofaprotei„l.se.orthemechanisms in Which theproteinis involved 

does not define a "real world" context or use. 

AppUcanthaspreviouslysubmit.edtheEbendaldeclarationunder37CFRl.,32. The 

^.ed reasons forthis submission vary and presently applicant statesthat the declaration was 

submitted to rebut the examiner's conclusion that GDF-l activity could not be predicted. 
Whatever the reasons for the subn^ssion, the declaration .pports the examiner's position that 
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GDF-1 activity at the time of the invention was not known, could not have been predicted, and 
that there was no specific or substantial utility set forth as evidenced by the degree of 
experimentation conducted to find an activity. 

The Ebendal declaration sets forth that recombinant human GDF-l (amino acids 255-373 
fiased to 34 additional amino acids) was produced in and recovered as a dimer. This 
product potentiates human NT-3 fibre outgrowth. The assays used to establish this biological 
activity are referenced to Ebendal (1995) and Ernfors (1990). The declaration asserts that this 
biological activity on neurons is similar to other members of the TGF-P superfamily. 

First of all, the particular material tested is not disclosed in the specification. That is, 
while Figure 1 IB discloses the human GDF-l sequence, the portion of this protein and the 
particular fission partner used in the declaration experiments do not appear to be disclosed in the 
specification. Use of the particular pRSET vector by Invitrogen does not appear to be disclosed 
in the specification. Use of a dimer versus a monomer does not appear to be disclosed in the 
specification. The fibre outgrowth assay of Ebendal et al. (1995) was developed after the 
effective filing date of the application. The Emfors et al. (1990) reference is also post-filing date 
for the ultimate parent application. Furthermore, it discloses fibre outgrowth activity of NT-3 
(although not named as such in this reference) but does not disclose similar activity of TGF-P 
superfamily members or GDF-l proteins. It is noted that the declaration evidence indicates that 
GDF-l alone was ineffective to evoke fibre outgrowth. 
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I, appears that the potentiating activity between the TGF-P superfanfly member OP-1 
NT-3 was not known until well after the effective filing date. (See Bengtsson e. al., tomUif 
Research. 1998.) It is noted ti,at the receptors discussed were not known a. the 
time of the invention nor does the reference generally postulate this activity to all other members 
of the superfamily. The involvement of the GDF famUy was only detemined well after the 
effective filing date. (See Ebendal et al., Tn umll nf Neumsr i enr^ RfiSeard;. 1998.) It was not 
discovered untU well after the effective filing date that TGF-PS potentiates the survival achieved 
with NT-3 and NT-4. (See KriegUtein et al., Mi-iirnc-hmiral Research . 1996.) 

Massague provides a review of the TGF-|5 superfamily at approximately the time of the 
invention. The reference sets forth the diverse effects of the vadous members of the superftmily. 
The potentiating eflect of the Ebendal declaration is not disclosed. 

In conclusion, the examiner again points applicant to what is stated on page 14, lines 29- 
33, of the specification. "A determination of the specific clinical settings in which GDF-1 wiU be 
used as a diagnostic or as a therapeutic tool await further characterization of the expression 
patterns and biological properties of GDF-1 both under normal physiological conditions and 
during disease states " 

Claims3, 11-15, 22, and 24-31 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph. 
Specifically, since the claimed invention is not supported by either a specific and substantial 
assened utility or a well estaWished utility for the reasons set forth above, one skUled in the art 
would not know how to use the claimed invention. 
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Claims3, n-15, 22. and 24-31 are r^eced under 35 U.S.C. 112, firs. paragraph, as 
coming subjee, matter which «as no. described in .he specification in such a way as .o 
reason^ly convey .o one sMed in .he relevant ar. .ha. 4e inven.or(s), a. .he .ime .he application 
was filed, had possession of .he claimed inven.ion. This is a wri..en description rejection. 

Claim 3 is direcled .o DNA segmen.s encoding mouse or human GDF-1. Claim 22 is 
direced .o mammalian GDF-, pro.eins defined in an open reading fiame of Figure 2 or Figure 
UAor Figure IIB. Claims24-25 specifically include sequence outside .he open reading frame. 
Claim 3 1 is direced .o a complement., sequence under certain hybridisation condi.ions. All of 

the claims use open language. 

Firs, of all, .he claim language used clearly encompasses .he genomic sequences 
(particularly apparen, in claims 24-25 and 31) which have no. been disclosed and are .hus no. 
described. 1. is no.ed .ha. ti.e sequences disclosed were derived from cDNA sequences. Wi.h 
r^pec. .0 Claim 3 1 , i. is particularly no.ed .ha. .he Souti,em bio. experimems in Example 5 
demonstia.e ti,a. even under high s.ringency hybridization conditions, additional bands were 
de.ec.ed in addition .o a predominan. band and .heir sequence s.ruc.ure is no. described. TTe 
specificaiion clearly distinguishes .hem from partial digestion produas. 

in addition, .he specification provides .he sequences of mouse and human GDF-1. The 
specification further indicates .ha. they have less conservation across species (69%) .han otiter 
members of the TGF-P superfamily. (See page 31.) The specification contains no disclosure of 
.he expeced strucure for other members of .his family or wha. s.rt.«ural fealures identity a 
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p„.i„ a. a OBF-. protein ~ore, as .he activity of ODF-l was no. ^ow^ 
.Heinvention,.he.peci<ica.iondoes„o.enabieanyassa.sfoHae„.Bca.ionofGDF.,.Assuoh, 

„o„eof.he.ese,.encesn,ee..hewri..naescHptio„provisionof35USCn.fi,s.pa.as.aph. 

THe specification p.ovidesins„ffiden.w.„endescription.osuppon.hegenuse„co™passed^ 

the claim. 

^^^^^^^....^^jM^. 19USPQ2d „n,makes Clear .ha. "applicantmus. convey 
^ti.reasonah,ec.a..y.o.hosesB»eain.hear..ha.,asof.hefi,ingda.esou,h.,heorshew.h. 

possession ./ * — The invention is, for purposes of .he Vrinen descHptio. in,„^. 

(Seepasenn.) The spec»ca.io„ does no. "OearMlow persons of 

• . th«t The or she! invented what is claimed." (See YaSiCMh at 
ordinary skill in the art to recognize that [he or shej mvem 

page 1116.) 

Witi, .he exception of .he GDF-1 »^ sequences disclosed in Figure 2. U A, or HB. 
.he skilled artisan canno. envision the de.ailed chenuca. smrCure of .he encompassed 
polynucleotides and/or proreins, regardless of the complexity or simplicity of the method of 
isolation. Ade,ua.e«Httendescriptionre,uiresn,ore.hanameres— .ha. i. is par. of .he 

i„ventionandreference.oapo.entialme.hodforisola.ingit TheDKAi.selfisre,uired. See 
j,^, « USPQ2d ,601.1606 (CAFC .993, and A„«.aIn.XXl«gaL£bM— 
^ ,SUSPQ2d 10.6. InEidto^. 30USPQ2d 1481, .483, claims direced .0 
„amm.ianFGFswerefoundunpa.en.able due to lack ofwrittendescriptionforthehroad class. 

The specification provided only the bovine sequence. 
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Finally, TW..e;. y nf r.lifornia v Fli TJIly an <j 43 USPQ2d 1398, 1404, 1405 held 



that: 



To fulfill the written description requirement, a patent specification must descnbe an 
invention and do so in sufficient detail that one skilled in the art can clearly conclude that 
"the inventor invented the claimed invention." Lockw^^ v. Americ<m Arr^^^^^^^ 
107 F 3d 1565, 1572, 41 USPQ2d 1961, 1966 (1997); In re Gosteb , 872 F.2d 1008, 

012 10 USPQ2d 1614, 1618 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (" [T]he descnption must cle^ly allow 
persons of ordinary skill in the art to recognize that [the inventor] invented what is 
claimed ") Thus an applicant complies with the written description requirement by 
1 Sn^L in;entioi^ with all its claimed limitations, not that which makes it obvious, 

and by using "such descriptive means as ^'/.^l^^^^^^^^^ 

etc that set forth the claimed invention." Lockwood , 107 F.3d at 1572, 41 USPQ2d 



at 1966. 



An adequate written description of a DNA, such as the cDNA of the recombinant 
^asmid'td microorganisms of the '525 patent, "requires a precise defimtion, such as by 
SLure, formula, chemical name, or physical P-Pf^^ t4T?dn6t n7r25 
obtaining the claimed chemical invention. Fiersv.Revel , 984 F.2d 1164, 1171 25 
USP02d 1601 1606 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Accordingly, "an adequate wntten descnption of a 
DN A requires more than a mere statement that it is part of the invention and refe'-ence to 
a potential method for isolating it; what is required is a description of the DNA itself 
Id. at 1170, 25USPQ2datl606. 

The name cDNA is not itself a written description of that DNA; it conveys no 
distinguishing information concerning its identity. While the example provides a process 
foSning human insulin-encoding cDNA, there is no fiirther information m the pat nt 
pertabing to that cDNA's relevant structural or physical characteristics; m other woi^s it 
thus les not describe human insulin cDNA. Describing a method o P-P^ng a 
or even describing the protein that the cDNA encodes as the example does, does not 
necessarily describe the cDNA itself No sequence information indicating which 
nucSes constitute human cDNA appears in the patent, as appears for rat cDNA m 
Example 5 of the patent. Accordingly, the specification does not provide a wntten 
description ofthe invention of claim 5. 

Therefore, only the GDF-10B» sequences disclosed in Figure 2, 1 1 A, or 1 IB, but not 
the full breadth ofthe claim meet the written description provision of 35 USC 1 12, first 
paragraph. The species specifically disclosed are not representative ofthe genus because the 
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that: 



Pi^ly, U«.££MififflO.Elili^^ « USPQ2d .398. .404, 1405 held 

.TO fUmn .he written description requiremen, » Pf-X!^Tan°Syt^u1ete 
invention and do so in sufficient ^^J^^^ : le^ct^S.. Inc. , 

describing the invention, with all .ts .^^^^^^^ diagrams, formulas, 

and by using "such descnptive means as ^° ^^^^^^ 1572 4I USPQ2d 

etc that set forth the claimed invention." Lockwood , 107 F.3d at 15/A 



at 1966. 



- ^PoT^xTA ciirVi a«i the cDNA of the recombinant 
An adequate written ^^s";"?"" ^.Tires a precise definition, such as by 

plasmids and miaoorgamsms of the 525 ff'f'J^ „ ^ for 

structure, formula, chemical name. « I*^'''^ J^'^ 984 F.2d 1164, 1 .7., 25 
obtaining the claimed chemcal mvem,^^^^ 

USPQ2d 1601, 1606 (Fed. C.r. ^'^l^r^l' invention and reference to 

ZS':^^^^^-^^ descrip.io„oftHer>NA«.. 
Id. at 1170, 2SUSPQ2datl606. 

The name cDNA is no. itself a written description "f*^' ^^^^^i^,™:, , 

^^^^^^^^ 

description of the invention of claun 5. 

Therefore, only the GDF-1 protein sequences disclosed in Figure 2, 1 1 A, or 1 IB, but not 
the full breadth of the claim meet the written description provision of 35 USC 112, firs, 
parag^ph. The species specifically disclosed are no. representative of the genus because the 
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genus is highly variant. Applicant is ren^ndeti that makes dear that the written 

description provision of 35 USC 1 12 is severable from its enablement provision. (See page 

' ' Applicant argues that .he mouse and human artd unsequenced hamster sequences are 
.epresentativeofthegenus. This is not a^eed with tor «,e reasons set forth above. AppUoant 
fi^nher argues that other members can be identified by related hybridization m«hods and 
eompaHsonto^ownmembers. This is completely contrary to the case law cited. The»caminer 
maintains that the specifrcaUonandclaimslaCs structure andamctionalUmitationsdefimngthe 

GDF-. family of DNA se^ents and proteins and thus fails to adequately support the genus 
claimed, particularly as the claims encompass genomic sequences. 

Applicant's comments regardlngU.S. Patem Nos. 6,008.0,7 and 6,074,841 are no. 
germane. The specifica.ion, prosecution history, and allowed claims have no bearing on this 
application. Each application is examined independently and on its own merits. 

IHsbeheved that all pertinent arguments setfor^inthe appeal brief frled7/3/O0 have 

been addressed. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Michae wSr^h^ can be reached on (703) 308.4028. Officii FAX commumca.ons 
may be directed to either (703) 308-4242 or (703) 305-3014. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this ap^^^^^^^^ should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0196. 



MARIANNE P. ALLEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



